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ABSTRACT 

Group bidding and cccperative purchasing of supplies 
and equipment by school systems is one answer to meeting the demands 
of rising costs. This paper discusses a survey that was made to 
determine whether a school ' district can realize significant savirgs 
by participating in a system of cooperative purchasing with other 
school districts. High school districts in North Dakota were 
surveyed^ and price information was sought on 1U selected items. 
Prices paid by districts of varying size and geographic location were 
then analyzed to detemiTie what differences might influence a 
district toward or away. from cooperative purchasing. Results 
indicated a significant savings occurs when group bidding practices' 
are employed^ ty groups of districts. Seme reccmmendations made were 
that price information be accumulated at the state level and be 
disseminated \ to districts that request it^ that an investigation be 
made of the legality and practicality of group bidding^ and that' 
mechanisms be developed through which districts can become informed 
about and par^ticipate in group bidding priictices. (Author/LD) 
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FOREWORD 

• During r«c«nt month*, siveraf topics of curiTent interest have 
boon dealt with and publiehed ,by the Bureau of Educational Research 
and Services, Atidther in that series of educstionsl concerns is 
now being made avuilable, thanks to the recent research into group 
bidding practices for schools conducted by Mr. Dan O'Shea and. 
Dr. Donald L. Piper. ^ 

The topic ie a current one in light i eepecially, of the growing 
interest in financial belt-tightening by many school districts 
across the state and nation. Group bidding and the concomitant 



group purchasing arrangementa In which several school systems are 

preaently engaged is but one answer. 

The authbrs of this research study have discovered some facta 

that should be of considerable interest to scl)ool' Superintendents , 

business msnagera, and board of education members as they make 

/ 

purchaaing arrangementa for upcoming fiscal years. ''Although group 
bidding and group purchasing may not be a panacea for school's 
financial plights, some alternative suggestions for ' partial solur 
tion may emergei^s a result of this study.. 
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INTRODUCTION ' 

The public ichool rtprescnts tho largest business in most 
. North Dakota commt^nitiaa, ^ The ej^tcnt . to which the school remains 
capable of maintaining public support and confidence is determined 
te a large .extent by the effectiveness of the provnilii^g business 
l^ractices. Recently budgets ' of school districts hdvo Lome under 
careful scrutiny as school- boards and administrators endeavor^, to 
meet the demands of -rising a;id inflated costs. At the same time, 
these officials are compelled ta m^iinta*lo a reasonable ttfx load-on 
school patrons. Prudent fiscal: practices ' and effective management 
of the disti;ict's money is ee«ential to ^tlmula'ting confidence in 
the administration and management ;of ^ the school. 

Those who presently maijagc the i?chool districts in North Dakota 
ma.y be operating within a limited set of options. Limiting factors 
may include the size ,of the district, geographical location, tax' 
base, per capita revenue, and dist(inct> from the larger cities. 
School districts located further from the major cities may be in- 
fluenced in purchasing decisions by factors such as: (a) trans- 
portation, (l^ limited quantity of purchases,^) limited inventory 
of each item, ahd (d) limited choice of material for selection. 

North Dakota'is a. rural state. Its high school districts are 
mainy. , They are .usually large in territory with few students per' 
square mile of attendance area. There is a 'tendencp^ by school 
boards t6 purchase many items locally, thus keeping tax money home-*- 
feedii^g money back into the local economy whenever possible. When 
few items of a kind are purchased, the small district often pays 
the X-Ull price as well as a hig^v delivery charge. A larger'dis- 
l^ict which is located at a transportation and/or Industrial center 



« 

, 'Ko.g., ^-argo. Grand Forks, Blamarck, Minot) may have aovaral 
.dvontrtgeB wh«n purchailng. The "lacgor dl«trl<;t can purcha«o In 
grMter quantity than the awillar ;rural district and traiiaportatlon 
may b« las* coatly. 

The major portion of achool budgeta la tlid up In aalarlaa 
which ara contractod aa a reaul't of collective negotiations and 
cannot ba reduced In an effort to realise a savings. Wevor; aome 
school districts claim' to be making some progress at leveling the 
school cost curve by processes of purchasing often rcferrc^ to as 
group bidding and cooperative purchasing. Hardware and software* 
V Wd in ^^^^^ educational programs^ a^^ supporc services repre- 

vsent a substantial expenditure In most school district budgets. 
Procedures Implemented which feffecj savings In those funds' currently 
expended " for 3upplles and equipment may impact school district 
budgets significantly. 

In Nolrth Dakota, groups 6f school distticts have joined to- 
gether in order to avail themselves of whatever advantages cooper- 
ative purchasing may offer. One group of districts composed of 
fourteen of the largest school districts in the state is the North 
Dakota School Study Council (NDSSC) . Another gf^up— discovered 
when the survfey was tonducted— is the Southeast Regional SthoOl 
Purchasing Association (SRSPA) . -The NDSSC is composed of repre- . 
sentatives of the school districts of: Blsmarckf Bottineau, Dcvll^, , 
Lake, Dickinson, Fargo, Grafton, Grand Forks. Janostovm, Mandan, 
Mlnot, Valley Qlty-, Wahpeton, West Fargo, and Wllllflton. The SRSPA 
■ ,^lncludcs the school districts of: Chaffee. Edgeley, Ellendale, 
Endprlln, HanklrtS|)n, Klnared. Kulm. LaMoure. L.>rlmbrc. Lldgerwood. 
Lisbon, Mllnor. Montpeller, Napoleon, North SarRent at Cwlnncr, 
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Horth C«ntr«l of Rogers, Oftkoii, Pngov Sargont Cantral at Formfiyk, 
Sheldon, Verona, Wiiihok, And Wyndmerc* 

Reproaontativoa of ' tho two* organlsAtlonfi 9^ diatrictN Ilntcd 
above have claimed that uignlf leant navingn in piirchasinf; ronult 
from this cooperation. How much Having n iicliool dlntrlct may real- 
. Ixe by participation in a process of cooperative purchaaing is the 
question which has provided the reBeurcliers the direction for this 
study. 

Endeavoring to ascertain tho exfbntof savings realized through' 
* systems of ceoperative purchasing, the researchers conducted a sur- 
vey~of high school dlBtrlets In North Dakota. Though hundreds of 
Items arc purchased by school districts, price inf ormation^on only 
fourteen selected items was sought. Prices paid by districts of 
varying size (enrollment) and varying geographic location were 
analyzed to determine what diffeiK^nces might influence a district 
toward or away from cooperative purchasing. ^ 

METHODOLOGY AND PRESENTATION OF DATA 

A survey was used in this study to help determine whether a 
school district can realize significant savings 'by participating 
yxn a system of cooperative purchasing witVi other school districts. 
The survey Included all high school districts in. North Dakota, the 



fourteen members of the North Dakota School Study Council (NDSSC) 
excepted. These districts were omitted because the bid prices on 

\ . ' ' 

the survey Items were made available to the researchers by a member 

of the NDSSC. Another group of districts was found to be engaged 

1 ' 

in group bidding. This group 1 generally located in the southeast- 
ern part of North Dakota, Is clalled the Southeast Regional School 



' Purchasing AttModlatlon (SliSPA) . Pftrmlawlon. wan roqUestod to utio 
tho group bidding diita« N T^jlv /nfortnatlon was reported In the. tobloii 
and the data analyzed lif a manner similar to that of tho NDSSC. 

Ry e eg r c b Qu e b 1 1 o n h ' 

Tho reauurchcm wore Interouted in finding out tho following 
information about each of the seloctod fourteen itomat 

1. What was ^the price palii for each item by region and by 
district enrollment? 

2« What was the range in high price to low price on each item 
by region and by diHtrict enrollment? 

3. What wda the average and median price paid for each item 
by region and by district enrollment? 

A, How did tlie prices paid for the fourteen items by non- 
participating districts compare with prices paid by those districts 
which were participating in cooperative bidding? 

Instrumentation 

Six budset categories were selected for the study: (a) Office 
and teacher sulppliea, (b) Art supplies, (c) Physical education 
supplies, (d) -Paper supplies, (e) Audio-visual supplies, and (f) 
Custodial supplies. These categories were chosen because they re- 
present areas in which all NDS^C members made selections in 1973-76. 

t ' 

The categories identify budget areas^ which encompass the vast maj- 
ority of software item^ which are purchased consistently by district 
after district in North Dakota. 

More than one thousand separate items are Included in the 
NDSSC biddinR system. , The rosoiirchcrs nttenptc^d to select at least 
two items in each of the six cateRor^^^s. The purpose' of this 



'■tr«t«ay w«i to cnhanco tho opportunity of a iiurvoy ronpunilont to 
httv* purohmiWd tnd Coniitqucintly bo Onabltd to report prlca llatn oii 
• t l««it on* item in ta^h cttcgory. Tho items ultinuitoly «cloct«d 
are generelXy repreeentetive of high qunntlty iteme purchenbd by 
NDSSC dietricte in tho 1975-76 bidding. Tho ruMiwirchorti nnoiunod 
thet- thoee iteme repreecnting high purchfloo frequency in the NDSSC 
dietricta would have • Comparably /high demand by all^difitricta in 
North Dakota, " * 

The information sought yas the prico per unit a dlntrict paid 
for each of fourteen selected items in 1975. " The items selected 
were: (a) number two load pencils, (b) spirit mantera, (c) ditto 
fluid, (d) five-inch acissors, (e) modeling clay, (f) basketballs - 
leather - Senioi* rflgh, (g) athletic topp, (h) spirit d4plicator 
paper, (i) red constructioi) paper , (J) white dreeing paper, <k) photo 
copy trapsparency^^fihcets, (1) thermal spirit masters, (m) toilet 
paper, and (n) floor finish. 

Respondents were simply asked to provide information about 
the quantity of each item purchased, the price paid , per unit,, and 
whether the district was participating in any endeflvor c^f coopera- 
tive, purchasing with other districts. ^ 

•1 ' - 

Coll ection of Data 
1 — ^ 

The survey instrument was mailed to all of the approximately 
two hundred fifty high school districts in North Dakota eXQepting 
the fourteen members of the NDSSC, A letter' of introduction ex- 
plaining the purpose and scope of the study accompanied the survey. 
With address labels provided by the department of Public Instruc- 
tion, the .letter (Appendix A), and survey instrument (Appendix B). 
were mailed to the superlntondonts of each of the school dlntricts. 



« f«lf-iiddr««ii«d, atABpadi raturn '•nv«lop«i w«r« incLudadt 
♦ 

t«ch auparlntandant waa aakad Co tttka a fav mlnutaa to cufn- 
placa'* tha aurv3F# * fach wAa raquaatad to Indlcata tha qunnclcy 
purchaaad and th# prlca paid for aach of tha fourtaan itamN. 
Suparlntandanta var« aaaurad that tha Information would not ba 
idantifiad with tha nasaa of -tha dlatrlct In tha taportlng of th« 
data. Potantlalraapondanta wara informad of tha r«"AArchara* irr 
tant to ganarata data which would aupport or rajact arftum«nta fav- 
oring cooparatlva porchaalng. Uaabla raaponaaa wara racalvad from 
alghty-*al;c (41 parcairt) of tha two hundrad alavan pptantlal dli-' 
trlcta (two hundrad forty-alght high achool dlatrlcta, laaa . tha 
fourtaan Moibara of ND8SC» laaa tha twantythraa mcmbera of SRSPA)- 
attafpt waa aada ta follow up thoaa dlatrlcta who did not racurn 
thavaurvay.^ 

Anolyala of the Data 

*Tha Governor of North Dakota establlflhcd eight planning re- 
^lOna for the purpose of tiellverlng state services for 1975*77 
(aee map In Appendix C) . The regions referred to In this study 
ara Identfcal to the geographic regions mentioned, above. 

^istrlctfl were listed region by region and the prices pold 
for each of the fourteen items V/ere chortcd. Price's were totaled, 
averages were computed and charted, and the range of hlgh^ pric^ to 
low price was Identified. Summaries 4^ of price ' comparlsonfi were 
developed by listing, ihfonnatlon for all eight regions on a chart 
Ipcludlng range, mcd/an, average, NDSSC bid, SRSPA bid, average 
savings, and percent of savings for each of the fourteen Items. 

Size of district comparisons wnr^o done for each of the fourteen 
IteBU^by recording the range, median, and average prices for pmall. 



.■••^l^^ jujjl l«ra« tliicriccii (by •nroltw«tu). ; compAr |«on>* w»rii 
with and SMPA bid prtc«ii. Av^rngv njivlnKn miuI (t«rci>nt 

A ctmpof^^^^ P^icv wutf com|iur»c| far ^avU of fourtp««»ii li^mii 
•f^'M^ij. Th» pwrpcuo of ti**" ctwwpunitu w<im to riimprtitt ittl ili»rrU.t* 
.|trlc«||^ r«S*rdi«ii« Of Mtxtf or *»oRr«ptilc locttt Ion, th |irl4?0« (i«id 
**i*trictii «"i*l*»U In group' blUdlng. /Hip tomponUtJ rrtngo rufUctn 
iow«at und hl»h«,|^ prlcc*i> por i^Dm ♦u:romi iho wwmplr. The* com- 
P^*^t% mvorago 1m ovorMll (ntniuwldo) rtvorrtgo without rogitrd 

to ii^^ g^AgrAp^l^ ^f^^A. Th^ c<Mspo«it^ «idl«n -1» »«iiian 
totnl ittmpU wltht^it regard to rtir.n or geoRrttphlcrtl nrcai. 
coropa«U* /l|tur«ii pormlt ntatowido compnr i ■on« . ' 

The rcnuUi of tj^^^ Hiudy t-lpnrly drmonNtrnte that alKnlficnnt 
•*^^ng8 occur when g^-^up blddlOR ptactlccM nro omployrd. A hl^hor 
p«*^Ctent of onvlnKS rcBultcd In Iqvit prlci'd Itomn an risvcalcd In 
Tttbltj Exiiinpl<^« of thio which wb re cohulntcMit to both thi^ NDSSC 

^hc "SRSPA bidding group** w«^ro HclBHora (52. p»,»rcunt nnd Sl pcr- 
ccnt BavlngsJ; £?lIlSiJ_H (47 percent ;ind 33 percent aavlngs) - flplrl t 
iUfLSiers (39 percent 36 petcdnt navlngfl) ; ditto fluid (36 per- 

^^'V «nj> 38 percent anvingfl); ig£iL< >i inK .clay (39 percent and 38 per- 

Savings) ; t ho rma j. "^^ » t e_r B (43 percent and 44 percent 

^''^^'^ga). Exceptions to this trend wore transparency sheets which 
ahow^^j.^ savings of 26 percent for NDSSC schools and 18 percent 
for S|^5py^ schools an^j drnw t "S P^tp^ which revealed savings of 5 J. 
percon^-^and 8 percent rospo<^tlvoly for these bidd Ing groups . Con- 
vcrseiy^ higher coat items resulted in a lower percent of savings 
as "bo^^^ In Mgjtg^^^^ U , t ran fi£jL![£lQc .y shtM^ ts. and flo or finis h (sec 



TABLE! 

SlIHMARY OF STATEWIDE PRICES FOR SEVEYED ITEMS IN COHPARISON WITH NDSSC AND SRSPA BID PRICES 



, Composite NDSSC Percent SRSPA' Percent 

^ • • ' . of ' (Average) Bid of Bid of 

Item'.' Prices Price Price ^ ' Savings Price Savings 

____ — __ — ^ ^— — 



Pencils ' • J 3.72 - 10.68 H.Ol ' $3.12 ^1 35 

Spirit Masters :. , 2.25- 8.00' ' 3.68 ' 2.23 39 2.34 ' 36 

Ditto Fluid : ^ • 1.21 ■ 5.40 , 3.05. 1.94 36 1.90 38 

Scissors; '.. ' 2.25 - 13.08 5,37 ^ .2.59 52 , 2.05 . 62 

tteling Clay - , ' .65 - .95 .72 .44 , 39 .45 ".38 

Basketbiiis ' ' 20.70 - 40.00 ' 28.10 22'.44 20 26.45 ■ , 6 

Athletlc^Tape' . , , 20.93 - 48.96 ^ 27.56 ' 20.49 ' 26^ ' 23.20 , 16 

. Splric-Dupto^^ ,.81- 4.39 l^^l 1.15 . 27 1.40 11 

Constnifeion Paper/ / : 3.02- 7.2b > 5lD8 3.02 ,41 * 3.70 ' 27 

Drawipaper- ' ' ' 2.6^-6.50 '.4.31 2.12 51 3.97- .8 

Transparency Sheets ' . ,1^69 - 40.45 - .22.03 '16.21 26 18.10 18. 

Thenaal Masters' ' ' ' 2.63 - 11.80' v5.04 : ■ 2.89 43 -2.84 44 

Tollet'Ppper . 12.00 -3M0 23.19 \ ' 20.95 10 ;| 25.90 -12* 

iFloor Fl'M ^ ^ ^ ' 18:75 - 49.50 ., 29.16 22.53 23 " 21.50 26 



*A negative; iljia^shlp. ' The SRSPA,bid; prlce is higher than the Composite -Ptlce., 



■■■ * ... 



Table 1). _ . ' . 

The SRSPA bii price for toilet paper was the only instance in 
which no savings was demonstrated. The SRSPA bid price was more 
than the composite (average) price. With the exce'ption of this 
one incidence of negative relationship in prices^ a substanitial 
savings was demonstrated in every case. 

Flgurd 1 shows the relationship's of prices paid by the two 
groups of districts whfch purchase cooperatively, through bidding, 
to the statewide average price paid for each of ^the^outteen items* 
An example of this is in the price paid for pencils » The statewide 
iaverage price is $7^01 per gross. The NDSSC price per ||foss is'^ 
$3.72 and the' SRSPA price ' is $A.56. These prices aire compared 
with the statewide averages in Figure 1 as representing prices 
which are 53 ?eT^nt 'and 65 percent of the statewide average price 
(100^). The other items ig Figure 1 ^re compared in the same fash- 
ion with ■'the^ bid prices shown as percentages of the statewide 
average price. , , 

Price Comparisons by Regions 

North Dakota was divided into eight* geographic regions by the 
Governor of the state in 1975. The purpose of that regional divi- 
sion was to facilitate equity of deliverance of state services. 
The research . 5or this study employed these identical regi^al 
boundaries (see Appendix C for a description of regions.) 

The average prices paid for each of the fourteen items within 
each of the regions are listed in Table 2.' These prices were com- 
pared with the NDSSC' and SRSPA bid prices to note geographicgil 
differences. The following items are noted as relevant information 
pertaining to roglonat'^c6mp«ria(>iiH; 



ii 



1. No school district In Region I reporter prices for pencils. 
Zi One school district In Region I T^orted purchasing spirit 
masters. y' ^ » / 



3. In the case.-tJf scliisors, irrelatively Inexpensive Item, 

• ^ / ■ • ///■'/ 

.twenty-six dlfferelit prltcs; wlch a difference of $10.83~" 

• ;/ \ . ///' / . . - ^ . 

from^lowest ffi' hl^est/p^tlc^,/were reported. This pheno-. 
menph Is'^^lli' eAample^y what;opcaslonally occurred ^-in this 
' study. In thl€ Instance*/ as In several other Instlances 
/dn unusually high unusually low price for a particular 

Itfem was repbrted^ / The highest price for scissors paid 

/ ' I - . ■ ^ . 

/ by one school ($13.08) yas $A. 68 more than the next highest' 

price reported ($8*40). ' This high price was more than two 

■ * ' l\ ' \ 

and one-half tlm^s the^^mjbdlan price ($A.95).- It. Is not 

the researchers* /intent /to dispute quoted prices; the 

Ijntent here Is to literally expose these unusual prices 

<.as unexplained phenomena' which were revealed In the study. 

» . ■ ■ 

• However, thes^ unusually high and/or low prices may tend 
^ to create a dlstajs^ted ^difference favoring or disfavoring 

Cooperative biddings » 

4. One school In Region I reported . purchasing clay; no school 
In Region tl reported purchases of clay. 

5. One school in Region I reported purchasing whirte drawing' 
paper. Regions II, III, V, and VI showed average prices 
which were l)iss than the SRSPA bid .price ($3.97) for 
white drawing paper., - 

6. No school in Region I reported purchasing transparency 
sheets. , . 4 ^ . . 

7'. Fewer schools rcporlicd prices for toilet tissue than any 
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' other item. Prices reported for toilet tissue showed the 

*• ' * • 

least advantage for group bidding of- those items in the 

■ . ' .* • « ■ ■ ■ . / 

study. A comparison of regiofi averages /wi.th the"' SRSPA 

bid prices^ revealed the ' regi9|^i>^erages J^oJer , than the 
bid price for foilet tissue iri^ery instance.\ 
• * 8. The prl<;(BS reported folk^'fJ-oor finish demonStij^te a greater 
range than any of the other items studied. , 
The infonnation included in Table 2 is of speculative' inter- 
est. Assuming the.'^data to be accurately / predictive, * <t would 
appear that schools in Regions I, V, VII; ^ncT'viII have jfhe.best 
chance of securing a price for school supplies whjch is lAweA^ian 
tht statewide average. Schools r in Regions II, III, Tl^'^e 
likely to pay a higher prijcfeifdr supplies than the statewide aver- 
age. In comparing the . jnisSC^k'nd SRSPA bid prices. Table 2 shows 
greater savings occurring very consistently when comparing prices 
with Regions Vi, II, and . in that order. However,, it is noted 
that substantial savings were in evidence' throughout the compari- 
sons of the various regions favoring the schools engaged in group 

/ ' 

bidding. ^ ^ 

Price Comparisons by Plstrict Enrollment 

All high school districts in the state were invd|<ted to parti- 
cipate in the survey wbich sought price information on the fourteen 
selected school supply It ema. Of the two' hundred eleven school 
districts who purchase independently, eighty-six r^l petcent) t:on-- 
tributed substantial information to the present study . The eighty- 
six participating' districts were divided into three arbitrary 
sizes with approximately one-third distributed to ^each category. 
Tlic enrollment categories chosen were 0-475 ftttidcnts, ^176-300 . 
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T^LE 2 
RICE COMPARISON BY REGION 



Item ^ * 






Average Prices By Regions 






NDSSC 
' Bid 


SRSPA 
Bid 


I 


II 


III 


IV. 


V > 


VI 


VII 


VIII 


Pencil^-' * 




7.45 


10.09 


7.. 44 


6.01 


7.45 


5.93 


7,32 


3,72 


4,56 


Spirit Masters 


. 2" 85 


' 3.53 


'4.71 


3.90 


3.64 


3.62 


3-^.6 


3.45 


2,23 


2-34 


Ditto Fluid 


* 3.16 


3.11 


3.24 


2.74 


3.01 


3.44 


2.41 


.3,00 


^ 1.94 


1-90 ^ 


Scissory . 


'4.36 


5.80 


6.89 


5.28 


3.26'^ 


6.12 


' 4,56 X 4.88 


2,59 


2,31^ 


Mgdeiyig Clay ; 




* 


.72 


.69 


.74 - 




.78 


-69 


• 44 




Ba^etba;Lls 


' 30.81 * 


/30.P4 


26.95 


27.26 


' 25.63 


31.08. 


29.48 


25.7fi 


22,44 ^ 


26,45 


Athletic Tapj^^ 


29.1% 


29.34 


26.02 . 


26.53 


24.95 


32.97 


26.42 


28,46 


20,49 


23, fo" 


.Spirit - 






















Dupii^ctftoi; Paper ^ 


i.fs 


1/58 


1.44 


1.72 


1.57 


1.88 


1.50 


1,58 


1,15 


1,40 


Coin t ruction Paper 


4.46 




5.09 


5.58 


5.05 


5.90 


4.83 


5.05 


3,^2 . 


3,70 


Dranttg Paper 


5.40 


* 3.96 


3.-^6 


4.95^ 


3.85 


3.49 


-fV67 


4,14 


2^12 


3,97 


Traji^parency Paper 


* 


18.11 


•23.38 


19.27 


29.38 


20/38 


21.75 


18,53 


16,21 


18,10 


ThJbrmal Masters » 


^ 4.60. 


4.96 


5.73 


5i25 


5.12 


5.36 


4.'ip 


4,52 


2,89 


2,84 


Tpilet Tissue 


17.95 


25.88/ 


22.'83 


25^60 


23.70 


22.76 


A. 17 


22,69 ' 


20.95 


25,90 


Floor Finish 


20.00 


21. Z2 


25.70 


27103* 


. 28.75 


20.19 


31.88 


31,05 


22,53 


21,50 



*No price received from this region for this item. 
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students and aJ)ove 300 students. These categories may be referred 

to^lsevhere In the study^as small (0-175), medium (176-300)\nd/or 

. ■ * ' \ 

large (above BOO),-'. 

"\* 

• Sthool district 'enrollment: comparisons of prices paid by^ 
9chools purchasing Independently with the prices accepted ^by NDSS^ 
and 5RSPA bidding are revealed In Ta^le 3. In this taljle ranges 
of prices, medians, and averages are Tlsted; In addition to the 
>Q)SSC,3tnd QRSPA bid prices ^and the average saving^ and' percent, of 

* . > ■ ' . ■ ' ;. . ■ ■ • * ' ^' 

savings for eac^ In comparison with the ave'rage of prices paid by 

the "Vairlou^ sl'^es of schools ft>r i^ach of the fdlirteep Items surveyed. 

** I- - ■ ■ < ' ■ f 

, Assuming • that » on the .average, one size of school Is likely 

to pay the highest price, another the second highest price, and 

the other the l<^est* price, a comparison of the three sizes <\f 

schools as revealed £>n Table 3 Is quite Interesting. The researchers 

' . » * ■■" 

discovered^ that small schbols had the highest average price on tlie 

*■ - ,.■ '"1' 

fourteen Itbms seven times anet ^the second highest average price 
six times. There was' only one Item foe which small schools re- 
ported the lowest average price (spirit masters). « Medium sized 
schopls were l<^tlfled as hkyi^ng the highest average; price on only 
four Items, the se(;ond highest average price on three Items , ^and « 
lowest average price onrl^seven Items. Large schools had similar 
success navlng 'the highest average price on three Items, the second 
. highest average price' on, five Items, and lowest average price on 
six Items. 

The bld^ prices of NDSSC and SRSPA schopls are alWTnterestlng 
cbnstrast wlj^ prices paid "by all three sizes of districts In" |he 
study. ^On every Item but toilet- paper there warf a savi«RS r:inging 
from a low of 20 percent ^(basketballs) to. a high of^ 32 percent 



tABLE'3 



) PRICE COM^ISON BY SCHOOL ENROmT 



Iten 



Avetflfte Prices by School Enrollment 

Small Medium ' lirge 
(0-175) .(1I6-300) (Abdfc300) 


line OP 

Bid 
Price' 


^AV^fll» 

Peupnt 

Savings 

;, ' 


CDCPi 

Bid 

Pric< 


of 
'Savings 


■7.34 


6.48 


6.98 




'A7 


H.jO 


ij 






J. 00 


2.23 


39 . 

' ) 


2.34 


/ 36 


3.26 ' 


2.89 1^ 


2.98 . 

. . /■ 71 ^ 


2.5r 


J6 

52 / 


1.90 
2.05 


38 
62 


.76 ' 


\ .69 


'.7V 


,44 


' 39 ' 


.45 


^ 38 


.29.13 




W All 


22.44 


20 , 


,26.45 


6 , 


27.99 


28.61. 

* 


„ 26.18 ' 


20.49 


26 


23,20 


16 


1.61 


, 1.69 


1.4l' 


' '1.15 


42 


1.40 


11 


5.17 ■ 


4,82 


5.26 




/.I 


1 7rt 




• 4.31 ■ 


4.44 


4.19 


1 10 


CI 




, 0 


23.64, • 


20..87 


22.26 


16.21 


26 
43 


18.10 


• 

18 


5.68 


4.59 


4.39 


2.89 


2.84 


. 44.' 


'23.08 


I 22.89 ' 


• 23.61 


': 20.95j 


10 


25.90 


•12* 


30.16 


28.92 


28.49 


22.53' 


23 ' 


21.50 
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fncils ' ^ ' 
Spirit Masters 

i)itto Fkid 
'.Scissors 

Hodeling Clay 
.Basketballs 

Athletic Tape 

P/Spirit . ' 
''Duplicator Paper 

• Construction Paper 
Craving Paper , 

I^ransparency Sheets 
Ihercal Masters 

Toilet' Tissue 

floor-^Fini^ 
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♦Anegatiye |utl«n8hl[^ The SRSPA bid price is higher thanjie average price, 



ERIC 



(scissors) for NDSSC member schools. SRSPA schools revealed sav- 
ings from a low of 6 percent (basketballs) to a high of 62 percen^ 
(scissors). Table 3 shows NDSSC sciools as demonstrating a. savings 



of 25 percent or more on ten items 



SRSPA schools exhibit savings 



of 25 percent or more on seven of the fourteen items surveyed. 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

I 

" the Advantag;es/-.and disadvantages of school districts pur- 
chasing independently securing supplies through a system of 
bidding are varied. Of certainty is the fact that there are strong 
arguments ffivoring both systems. The purpose of this study was^to 
find out if the data would sOpport arguments which claim that 
school districts might save more when they purchase through coop- 
erative bidding than when they function as independent buyers. To 
initiate the st^y, a survey was taken of all North Dakota high 
school districts which were known to. be non-participants in group 
purchasing. The results sought were the cost differences of four- 
teen selected items. The differences were studied in order , to gen- 
erate comparative' data in relation to; (a) -geographic region,' 
(b) size of school district, and (c) comparison to bids accepted 
by the North Dakota School Study Council (JJDSSC) and the Southeast 

Regional School Purchasing Association (SRSPA) . 
r 

Limitations of the Study ^ 
This study was confined to public schools in North Dakota. 
Private and U. S. government schools were not included. The re- 
search endeavor included all public hlRh scflfbol districts in the 

state. Although the results rcvcnl adequate response, the study 

/ 

roproHCntB only percent of thomc dlHtrlctfl -liwl ted Lo pnrtlclpntd. 



Hundreds of items are purchased by school districts throughout 
the states This study, however, was limited to fourteen ot the 
most commonly purchased Items* / 

The description of Items in the survey may not have been spec- 
iflc enough to assure that all figures reported were comparable, 
althougiTthere was no evidence to sUggeSt that this was a problem.^ 
Quantity and ahipping charges for Items purchaaek are other factors 
Which may affact the prices which were reported by the' districts. 

^ ^ Conclusions 

Regardless of the foregoing llmltatlpns, the data revealed by 
.. . * , • ' ^ 

the present st;udy clearly showed the advantages in cost savings 

* vhlch result from cooperative bidding practices by groups of districts . 
The public expects Its Institutions to do whatever Is legally 
possible ^to purchase quality Items as cheaply as they can. Often 
' tlyre Is considerable pressure on school boards and administrators 
by businesses to purchase locally. Whether the price Is high or 
^ low makes little or no difference to those who are persuaded that 
school boards should keep the tax money at home* 

It Is generally accepted- that our public Institutions must 
be accountable for prudent fiscal management. At this time, motfe 
than in any other period In the history of education, more money Is 
belng^ spent on supplies, equlpmenti salaries, buildings, and all 
other areas, of school budgets* School board and school patron In- 
quiry and Involvement concerning how money Is Ipent Is Increasing 
. dally as all the affairs of school operation become scruti||^ed by 



on Incrcaslncly aware and educated public. School operation and 

♦ I 

mnnagemontmuat-oxhlbltahlgh degree oC c.C CectlveneOB and cCClfclcncy 
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m order for board members and 'administrators to maintain their 
respeciiive positions of leadership, ' 

For^ a small district purchasing few of any one Item, the time, 
group bidding takes may not offset the; savings. .But what Is the 
Implication across the state >for all the dlsUicts? If 20 percent 
or more can* be saved on each type of Item pi/rchased throughout the 
state, 'consider how much^'money could be saved In all the districts 
should they be afforded Rroup bidding opportunities. \ * 

The data revealed ♦y the present 'study provide substantial^ 
argument In favor of a statewide ayBtem of bidding practices. The \^ 
larger districts do not normally gain as much from group bidding 
as do other smaller districts. This Is due primarily to the fact 
that larger quantities of Items purchased allow the larger district 
a substantial price' break.^ The group bidding process thus enables 
the smaller districts to obtain the advantages presently provided 
their larger partners. The data In the present study reveal em- 
phatically the advantages group bidding participants have In pur- 
chasing. Group bidding advantage was shown by both NDSSC and, SRSPA 
on the majority of Items selected for study with savings of more 
than 25 percent In evidence. The larger quantity bidding NDSSC 
exhibited savings of .20 percent to 52 percent on thirteen of the 
fourteen Items studied. This shows that the practice of purchasing 
In larger quantities has a definite effect on amount of savings 
realized. It is' the opinion of ' the researchers that this would 
represent a significant savings in any business. 

Based upon an analysis of the datd obtained , the following 
concluBlonB are drawn: , 

l.'.Tliere was evidence that flomo dlffereiin* oxlsrs between 

19 
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regions in the prices paid for the fourteen items selected. 
A sttuly of the various average prices reveale^v py regions 
provided the following information; ^ ^ 

(a) Region Vllldidnot show the"^ loves t price on any iteitf'f 
yet listed the second lowest ;prlce on five Items ^nd 
the third lowest prlcie on four Items. 

(b) Region VII listed the lowest price. on th^e Items, the 
second lowest price on two Items, and the third lowest 

• price on three Items. 
. (c) Region V showed the lowest -price" on three Items, the 
^ second lowest price on one Item, and the third lowest 
price on three Items. ^, 

(d) Region 1, although listing the lowest price on four 
Items, the second lowest price on one Item, and the 
third lowest price on one Item, revealed prices In th^ 
three highest price categories on two Items. 

(e) Region VI showed the highest price on five Items and 
the second highest price on two Items. 

(f) Regions II, III, and IV listed prices In the three 
highest price ranges on six Items. 

Assuming the regional price Information revealed above to 
be consistently accurate, some basls' for making prediction 
Is revealed. It appears that school districts Included In 
Regions V, VII, and VIII are likely to pay lower prices on 

' r 

the average than school districts located In the other re- 
gions. School districts In Regions II, III, IV, and VI are 
more likely to pay higher prices on the average than dis- 



tricts of other regions. 
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^* The r^nS^ pricei often verled as much vlthln regions 
«nd div^^^^t gi^ei ee across the regions and for all 

the dlitrict 8i£es. Although the Items are often the same 
brend» «nd qusl^ty, the auppllers vary considerably 

In the retail p^-ice offered to schools In the same region 
and to regions %d.th boundaries which are contiguous. ^ 
^* Advantages in pj.j^j,eg for group bidding schools were obvious 

• wltK^he exception of toilet paper. To some, any savings 
In purchseing by public Institutions Is a significant sav-* 
Ings. The present study revealed a sayings of 25 percent* 

,or more for lixjsSC and SR^A groups on» at least half of the 
fourteen Iteoj^ selected for the stud>K^ The NDSSC showed a 
savings of f^Q^j iq ^rcent to 52 percent. On five Items 
/ the savings to NDSSC schools was AO percent or more. Eight 

Items .showed ^ savings of 30 percent or more. Ten Items 
showed savings of 20 percent or more. The SRSPA dlsted 
aavlngs of from -12 (or no savings) to 62 percent. SRSPA 
schools listed a savings of 40 percent or more on two Items, 
30 percent Or mQj-e on six items, and 25 percent *or more on' 
- eight items, sj^pA schools showed a savlngsof 18 percent 
or less on slj^ items* 

I 

^ Recommendations 
^^^Idering tHe limitations of the study and the conclusions, 
d^vn from the data, the following recommendations are presented: 
1, ^"'^ther research should be conducted on this topic which will 
®®^ertain the feasiijuity of greater participation <^y school 
^^^tricts in grou^ bidding. Some questions suggested by the 

'■^^^archers which seem pertinent at this time follow: 

^ / / 21 
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(a) Are the Item* Mlect^d for this stud:^ tyj)lcal of all 
•upply Itama? » 

(b) Do school districts which are'not presently participants 
v of group bidding want to become involved? 

(c) How much' Information about group bidding do school dis- 
trices heva whan thay are not participating in /group ^ 

^bidding? ' ' 

(d) What 'are the problems for a district engaged in a^oup 

; bidding? ■ ^ • . 

i \. " • 

(e) What are the quantities of the various "Supply items pur- 

> ■ * 

chased in Nojrth Dakota? / ' • 

(f) What imounts of money could be jsaved by total participa- 



tion in a program of group bidding by all districts in 
North Dakota? 

(g) What arc the reasons why cooperative purchasing has not 
gained wider Acceptance? 

(h) . Are users (Janitors, teachers, students) satisfied with 

items purchased by group bidding? 
• (i) What is -the^optimum size of a cooperative purchasing or- 
ganization? \ 

2. « It is recommended that price information be accumulated at the 

State level and disseminated to districts'whtch Vequest it, 

3. >. Xt is recontnended that organizations such as the Department of 

Public Instruction and the North Dakota School Boards Associa- 
tion investigate the legality and pragticability of group bid- 
^ -ding opportuniti^ in order to establish format and procedures 
by which school districts might become involved in multiple 
district bidding, 

' . 22 ' 
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"^'4^^. .It is'reconmeifdietd that the North Dakota«atat^ legislature de*^ 
v«l6p the machanlBma through which a district might more easily 
become Informed about and ultlipately voluntarily participate . 
In a statewide system of purchasing through bidding of 6ch90l 
^ Supplies and equipment, 
S* ; It ii recommended that other districts seriously coHsldei the 
possibility of Joining together in some trial attempts at 
group purchasing or group bidding. 
' It is the researchers* opinion^ that patrons of schools ate 
interested in the best possible education for their children and 
are willing to pay the cost. They' also want schools managed in 
efficient and effective ways. This includes purchasing wisely and 
well* It follows that some form of organization which woujScI effect 
a savings of 20 percent or more would be desirable and should be 
impleroehted. It is recognized by the researchers that a system as 
suggesteH would need a highly sophisticated process « probably re- 
quiring technical and computer services. This technology, perhaps 
already accessib'le at the state 'level, may not be available at the . 
local district level. 

In order to maintain the very important criteria of local con- 
trol a school district should probably not be forced into a busi- 
ness practice unless the local school board so decides. However, 
the opportunity to engage 1" g^oup bidding and the information 
about its apparent success is not now readily available to most 
local school boards. Perhaps. an agency of the state could develop 
'the mechanism (after the development of quantity and price history) 
whereby bids on supplies and equipment could be let and accepted. 
School districts when informed of the bid prices could at that time 
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declda which supplier and equipment thoy would want tcf purchase 
from the state bid. This is not to say that all schools should be 
mandated to participatt in a bidding system as this practice would 
rsmovs cohtr^ol from the local school district board. However, 
mechanisms such as the one described abqve could be developed which 
do not in aViy way interfere with the decisions made by locol 
school boar4s. It seema that decisions on the local level could 
be bitter decisions as the boards would have more information on 
8uPB^j|es and equipment prices on which to base their decisions. 
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APPENDIX- A :: 

LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS 



u . ^0^ r\itLt the North Dakota School study Council (made 

u^'^P'a^^ th^ ?^*^*r alstrlcta in the Purchases mdnyachool 8«P^ 

bV.**' ft:*^!!-nt cooperatively. Study Council m6Wber diatrict* 

P^iee conBi^^^Ulptf>« this endeavor- How aignif lc«ttt a saving? 

aav^^ain, ^**1>1* Tgcoverad- It ia the Purpose of thia «tudy to / 
^cuts V^Blb^^** t>«.° 5 ii^aelected areas school supply Purchaeea 

> e^^^\i^ uoOl Principal enrolled In the Educational Admlnia'J 
J am an ^ji'acla.J^ tnatean at the University of North Dakota- This atu^^^ 

^ ^lill fulfillment ^f the ^equirenenta of this degree' 

b«in? ^ !f**^ I ' 

aT^^^V Temple tingthi"!^^^^^ 

I^Xth yo^'^age. v^***^fi develop a cross section of data which can be coo- 
^ thitf !^ti th^ ^ ^^'^'^rouncil purchase prices on a sampleiof Items, The ) 
P^rifcd ^ K^^^Lnarcd by achool/size and geograph^ti location Al- ' } 

it^^ vi> fonjia.^^ '^f^belng cpllecte'd from individual School diatricteA 
^>>ough ^trie^^^n If be identified by name the iepor ting of the^ 
ll^'^ol e^fonaat? Wi^iii be reported/by geographic region, ra thee than Dr- 
S^?' jI^^ "^^^^^.Tttricta. It l?my Intent to dev^USp fiome ddta whlct^ 
*ndivid*'^<,rt o>r^ dis|. argumentis favoring cooperative purchalalng. 
^*11 au" , ^J®*^ / \ j 

V , -otomatlcally place yoU on the mailing lls^ to re- 

^our ad^pari^ Viil ^^^^ reljltive to your district for posaible he^P 
Jeive c<^^ decuj^ of ^ purchasing/. More complete dlsajsminatlon of the 

^uti^> the SJona planned with the St^te Department of Publi^ 

^aca tf^Aon. ^l^xdy that it i^lll be included with a mailing of the 

I^SlW^?" ■ ■ ! 

> . cake y ^ew minutes to provide the infotmation requested 
^ Vlli^r© On ^^^^^ of this page, I know how busy, you are, so I aa^^ 
^ the ^ compijhe ^^^^^ ^^^^ return it no later than November > ' 
1^?^^?!^ ^til^ A stamped, self-addreaaed envelope, tour asfllstan^^ 
^75, *'t»elPfui^loac^' |,ut more iimportant, could aid Superintendenta 

b^^t,e atg^^^'^o «^ing -purchasing declslona, ' '\ 
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PURCHASING SURVCY 



kicm you prattntly participating in cooparativa purchaaing with another 
diattict or diitrlctat Na Vea 



(Xf ao« how many othar diatricts? _ 



Budatt Catai^prv 



Of flea and 
Taaching 
Suppliea 



Art Supplies 



Physical Educa- 
tion Supplies 



Paper 
Supplies 



'Audio-Visual 
Supplies 



Ciistodlol 
SuppllcH 



No. 2 laad panel la 

Spirit Masters 
-Hadlum ,-100- p«r-box- 

Ditto Fluid ■ 



Scissors 

5*\ rt< hand, pointed 

Modeling Clay 

A ^ 1/A lb. squares 



Quantity 
Purchaiad'* 



Basketballs - Leather 

Athletic Tap^ 

32 roll speed pack 



Spirit Duplicator ^aper 
8 1/2 X 11. I6i? 

Red Construction Paper - 9 X 12 

White Drawinf^ Paper 9 X 12 



Photo Copy Transparency Sheets 
8 1/2 X 10 1/2, black image on 

' clear 

.Thermal Spirit Mob t era 



Toilet Paper - rolls 
100 rolls per chrc 

Floor FinlBh 5 Bg^Lj!-'^ 



Price Paid 
Par Uplt*'^ 



groaa 

bogK — 
«al> 



doz. 



lb. 



each 



pack 



ream 
rean 
ream 



box 
box 



CIIHC 



drum 



* 1975*76 (If none purchased, leave that item blnnk) 
** l)t!llwro(l price . 



APPENDIX C 



INSCRIPTION OF GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS 
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 
NORTH DAKOTA 
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